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Office Action Summary 

" The MAILING DATE of this communication aoo 


Application No. 

10/674,367 


Applicant(s) 

ARMSTRONG ETAL 


Examiner 
Tien Dinh 

iars on tho eavar shMt uuith fh^ ^ 


Art Unit 
3644 





is/are withdrawn from consideration. 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

aner six (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. • rt 7 — 

' V^^^Z^H^^'^^'!!.^ than thirty PO) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days»vill be considered timely 

- « NO penod (or reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period vaII apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS frornihe maOi^ate of thte comm,inir,i!n,, 

- FaUureoreplywttWntheselorextendedperfodforreplywill.^ 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 03 September 2004 
2a)n This action is FINAL, 2bM This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex paAfe Quayle, 1935 CD, 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 17-54 is/are pending in the application 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 17-54 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to, 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)nAII b)n Some *c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.0 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) K Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of Drattsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) Q Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) D Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Ott^er: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademarit Office 
PTOL-326(Rev. 1-04) 



Office Action Sumnnary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20041 1 28 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election of group II in the reply filed on 7/26/04 is acknowledged. Because 
applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in the restriction 
requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

Specification 

Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is Hmited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it contains legal terms such as 
comprising. Correction is required! See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: Please note that there is no support for the claimed subject matters in 
claims 27, 28, 32, 35-38, 40-54. The Examiner has noticed that the specification is incomplete in 
that the specification ends on page 5. There seems to be mission texts. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such ftill, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 19, 24, 27, 28, 32, 35-38, 40-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Due to the missing pages of the specification, the Examiner fails to understand how some 
of the claimed subject matter in claims 27, 28, 32, 35-38, 40-54 work. 

In claim 19, it is not understood what resonant deformation of the columns mean. What 
columns is the applicant referring to? 

Re claim 24, how does the system reduce vacuum pressure at local points on the wing 
and changing the coefficient of lift? 

The applicant is advised to review the claims in all their entirety to make sure that the 
claims are supported in the specification. . 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 19 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 19, line 4, "the columns" lack antecedent basis. 
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Claim 42, line 2, "the elastic structure's stiffness" lacks antecedent basis. 

Oaim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the tune the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 17, 19, 26, 29-37, 39-48, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Wygnanski. 

Wygnanski discloses a method of controlling Uft by using an oscillating aero surface 14, 
resonant frame 15, and actuator 16 to produce sinusoidal force on the resonant frame that results 
in resonant deformation in the resonant frame and resonant sinusoidal displacement of the aero 
surface. 

Please note that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to have operated the 
system in a manner that would change the airflow around the wing so that the aircraft can fly as 
desired and efficiently. 

Claims 18, 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wygnanski in view of Neff. 

Wygnanski discloses all claimed parts except for the use of the linear voice coil actuator. 
However, Neff teaches that linear voice coil actuators are well known in the art. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used linear voice coil actuators in place of Wygnanski's actuator as taught by NefFas a 
substitution of parts. ' 

Please note that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to have operated the 
system in a manner that would change the airflow around the wing so that the aircraft can fly as 
desired and efficiently. 

Claims 27, 28, 38, 49-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wygnanski in view of Lurz. 

Wygnanski discloses all claimed parts except for the use of two devices and operating 
them independently. However, Lurz teaches that multiple devices that are operated 
independently are well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used multiple devices that are operated independently in Wygnanski's system as taught by 
Lurz to allow the wing to control the airflow efficiently. 

Please note that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to have operated the 
system in a manner that would change the airflow around the wing so that the aircraft can fly as 
desired and efficiently.^ 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Cattafesta, Mangiarotty, Loewy et al, and Maurer disclose wings. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tien Dinh whose telephone number is 703-308-2798. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Teri Luu can be reached on (703)305-7421. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




